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01 Tax Exempt:  Does the ESP
currently get Tax Exempt
status on 810? Is the ESP
required to have certificates
for existing exempt custom-
ers? (New West Energy)

10/13/99 Billing 11/10/99 11/10/00 End-use customer responsibility to provide tax exemp-
tion status to each of their providers.

02/02/00  Bill Rigsby to bring tax statues to Billing on 02/09/00 for
clarification.  May be included in recommendation. Resolution
still stands.

Resv

02 Credit/Debit Amount by rec-
ord (APS)

10/13/99 Billing 11/10/99 Will be added to Implementation Guide as an optional code.

02/02/00 Resolution still stands.

Resv

03 Balance (BAL) vs. Total
monetary value summary
(TDS) for invoice payment.
Issue for UDC, they cannot
bill past due charges since
they may not be aware of
payment amounts and dates.

10/13/99 Billing 11/10/99 UDC will not send payment information to ESP because ESP is
covering customer’s receivable to UDC.

02/02/00 Resolution still stands. UDC will send current charges
only for ESP consolidated billing.

02/08/00 Revisit when the Implementation Guide is written.

Resv

04 Invoice Start & End Date:  Do
we need to state on bill?

10/13/99 Billing 10/13/99
02/02/00

Rule Language (R14-2-1617) states “time period to which the
reported information applies”

02/02/00 Proposed rule has changed. Consensus that both par-
ties shall disclose this information (R14-2-210).  Resolution
stands.

Resv
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05 Reason for Estimate  - Do
both parties need to give?

10/13/99 Billing 11/10/99 No, Billers responsibility to print this in bill using 867 standard
estimation reason codes.  See Business Rules.

02/02/00 Resolution stands.

Resv

06 Should non-utility charges
be included on ESP con-
solidated bills? (New West
Energy)

10/13/99 Billing 11/10/99 UDC cannot pass charges for non-utility related charges for
printing on an ESP Consolidated Bill.  Example: home security,
Internet services.

02/02/00 Resolution stands.

Resv

07 How will Rebate/Rebill be
handled? (APSES/New West
Energy)

ESP

10/26/99 Billing Confirm this as a business decision.  Will this be handled as
cancel/rebill or adjustment line item. This can be translated to
EDI rule.  Issue can be raised in 12/03/99 PSWG Meeting.

UIG recommends cancel/rebill scenario.  Most UDCs can sup-
port the cancel/rebill scenario.

MRSP must post corrected EDI 867s for retrieval by all parties.
Three categories of Billing Adjs.
1. Usage Related (dead meter, bad multiplier, etc.) Can-

cel/rebill
2. Rate related (incorrect rate calculation) Cancel/rebill
3. Non–usage related (flat rate, tax changes) Misc. Adjustment

02/02/00 Still an issue.  Also, what happens if ESP or UDC dis-
covers a need to backbill and customer has switched several
times since original billing took place. (R14-2-210E) See Can-
cel/Rebill discussion document.

03/08/00 Action: (APS) will bring a copy of an actual 810 showing
a cancel/rebill and how it is represented in EDI format.  (All

1 Resv
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UDCs) need to report on their cancel/rebill thresholds. (All par-
ticipants) need to identify business issues in relation to rebate/
rebill and misc. adjustments. (ESPs) will bring actual scenarios
of their experiences in CA.

03/22/00 Discussion re: way of communicating specified re-
bate/rebill information outside of the 810 for interim. Action:
UDC’s to discuss the interim proposal and be prepared to dis-
cuss outcome.

04/06/00 UDC’s still evaluating long term and short term process.
Action: UDC’s to complete review of items for rebill data. Deter-
mine short term process we can commit to.

05/24/00 APS and TEP suggested changes to BEN and Re-
bate/Rebill notifications.  Action: (Janie Mollon) will incorporate
and distribute implementation plan, implementation guide and
samples for review by 06/06/00.  Proposed notification processes
will be presented at 06/22/00 Billing and PSWG meetings.

06/22/00 Proposal approved by Billing subcommittee.

08 UDC Information - Does
UDC have to pass contact
information address, etc. on
each transaction – including
the ACC phone number?

10/26/00 Billing 02/24/00 02/02/00 (Stacy Aguayo) contacted two ESPs. Their preference
is to have static information, such as emergency numbers, etc.
not passed each time on the 810 document every time a cus-
tomer bills.  More discussion by market participants is needed.

02/08/00  (New West Energy ) If UDCs continue to pass static
data, they will null it in their system.

Proposal: UDC will provide the UDC emergency contact number
and ACC dispute phone number once.  ESP will provide this in-

Resv
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formation on each bill.  UDC will advise ESP 30 days written no-
tice in advance of any change to this information.

02/24/00 UDCs will make available to PSWG a consolidated list
of UDC Emergency Contact Numbers. Responsibility of UDCs to
communicate to subsequent ESPs the UDC Contact Number
and ACC dispute number to ESP when ESP Service Agreement
is executed.

Long-term Solution: UDC will provide UDC emergency contact
numbers and ACC number to ESP at time of certification with
UDC.

02/24/00 Proposal above was accepted.

09 Are tables graphs applicable
this year/last year/last
month?

10/26/00 Billing 02/24/00 This data will not be passed on 810 to ESP for Consolidated
Billing.

02/02/00 Resolved pending rule investigation.

02/08/00 No requirements found in Rules. UDC will not pass this
information and ESP is not required to print this information on
bill.

02/24/00 Issue resolved.  810 will not have a place to pass last
months/last years consumption for ESP to place in a table.

Resv

10 Business, Regulatory No-
tices and advertising mes-
sages - How to handle?
What would be size (# of
lines) and con-

10/26/99 Billing 03/08/00 Need to offer a bill message field on the guide to pass Regulatory
or Business information. Advertisements would be handled
through contractual agreements between ESP and UDC.

02/02/00 Action: Utilities to research their company’s bill mes-

Resv
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tent/placement on the bill?
Example: disconnect no-
tices,
Levelized changes, capital
credits.

How do we anticipate han-
dling non-regulatory mes-
sages on the bill.

sage size, # of characters, # of bill messages used.

02/08/00 Action: UDC to come back with type of bill messages
they intend to send for ESP Consolidated billing.  Shirley Renfroe
will bring information from CA, CUBR, UIG.

Proposal for broadcast message types:  UDC will post ACC or
Legislated mandatory/regulatory messages on their web site in a
timely manner and notify ESP contact there is a new message to
be printed on the customer’s bill.  ESP will retrieve new message
verbiage from UDC’s web site.

Proposal for customer specific messages:  UDC will pass ACC or
Legislated mandatory/regulatory message with customer’s bill
data. This will transmit via normal billing process agreed upon
between the UDC and ESP.  ESP is required to print message on
UDC portion of consolidated bill.  Advertising and business mes-
sages will not be passed by UDC to ESP for printing on bill.

11 Will ESPs want to partake in
SurePay? (Debit ESPs Bank
Account for monies owed to
the UDC)

10/26/99 Billing 11/10/99 Contractual agreement between ESP and UDC.

02/02/00 Resolution applies.

Resv

12 3rd party Billing - (Should
UDC continue to offer?)

10/26/99 Billing 11/10/99 Arrangement  will need to be made between Biller (in this case
the ESP) and their customer.

02/02/00 Resolution applies.

Resv

13 Payment Date appearing on
customer’s bill.

10/26/99 Billing 11/10/99 Payment date, payment amount and payment received date will
not be passed to the ESP on 810 for printing on an ESP Consoli-
dated Bill.

Resv
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02/02/00 Resolution applies.  Since UDC does not know when or
if a payment is actually received from the customer in ESP Con-
solidated Billing, this information will not be passed.

14 Transmission Charge -
Should it be displayed on the
bill?

10/26/99 Billing 11/10/99 This will be settled with the Scheduling Coordinator.

02/02/00 Any transmission charge identified as an end-use cus-
tomer charge will be included in UDC portion of bill. All other
charges will be settled with Scheduling Coordinator.  Example:
Fixed must run charges are identified as an end use customer
bill. Resolution stands.

Resv

15 Does standardization need
to allow for Summary Billing
- ESP Consolidated Billing?

11/10/99 Billing 02/02/00 UDC would need to pass service periods.  Would UDC un-
summarize customer’s bill for ESP Consolidated Billing?

(New West Energy) Biller of  end use customer is entity that
should summarize the bill. (TEP) not supporting summary billing
for Direct Access customers due to cash flow issues.  In their
proposed tariff (Article 24), but they have not been approved.

02/02/00 (APSES) Biller of end use customer should summarize
the bill. (SSVEC - Barry Scott) -- Entity doing billing should provide
consolidation. Customers will resist having bills coming from all
over the place. In some respects, this would be a step back to go
from one bill for electrical service to many.

Resv

16 Will ESPs be required to
remit charitable contribu-
tions (SHARE/Hero)?

11/10/99 Billing 04/06/00

see Issue
43

Discuss 12/03/99 at PSWG meeting.

(New West Energy) Does not want to be responsible for tracking
and remitting funds back to UDC for distribution to the charitable
organizations.

Resv
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02/02/00  (APSES) agrees with New West Energy’s position. ESP
is liable for remitting the pledge amounts to UDC potentially be-
fore customer actually pays ESP.
(SSVEC - Barry Scott) - Entity producing bill should be responsi-
ble for collecting entire payment. They should disburse money
accordingly. It will become a quagmire if each competitive entity
only feels a responsibility to collect their piece of the pie. (How
will we ever handle delinquents and partial payments?) This
does not even consider resentment customers will feel about
having to send checks to all of these diverse places to make sure
their electrical bill is paid. This reasoning should apply to chari-
table programs as well, for example “Operation Roundup”.

02/08/00  Who is responsible for paper-work if customer wants to
remit charitable contributions

03/22/00  Action:  UDC’s determine what their position is, why
they do SHARE program, implications if they don’t , and a pro-
posal of how to handle this issue.

04/06/00  (ACC - Bill Rigsby) Nothing in rules requiring UDC’s or
ESP’s to remit charitable contributions. (TEP) will only offer
charitable contributions for Dual Billing. They will not offer it with
ESP Consolidated. Currently undecided on UDC Consolidated
billing. (APS) will continue to offer it on all billing options and will
maintain the “paperwork”.  (Trico) thinks they would offer it, but
need to evaluate this further. (New West Energy) flexible as long
as they don’t have to deal with the “paper work”.

Resolution: There are no regulatory requirements for ESPs to
remit payments. An agreed upon arrangement between ESP and
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UDC would need to be in place to offer any charitable contribu-
tions.

17 Will ESPs support levelized
UDC billing line items?

12/01/99 Billing 02/24/00 Could be a hindrance for a customer to go Direct Access (in the
case of a large debit balance). ESPs would not want this large
debit balance passed to them for payment.  More input from
ESPs and UDCs needed.

02/02/00  (APS) plans to offer this option if they are Billing entity.
(TEP) is not planning to offer this billing option for DA Customers.
(SSVEC - Barry Scott) Any customer desiring to go to competitive
access should settle all of their accounts with UDC first. If we will
handle the process as we currently do for a customer going from
one UDC to another we will be better off.

02/08/00  (SRP) will offer Levelized to customers for UDC Con-
solidated and Dual billing for distribution charges only. (APS)
doesn’t offer Levelized for ESP Consolidated. (TEP) doesn’t offer
levelized billing for DA customer regardless of billing option.

Proposal: ESP has option to offer levelized billing to end use
customer. UDC will not pass levelized billing line items for ESP
Consolidated billing.

02/24/00 Above proposal accepted.

Resv

18 For end use customer billing
(dual billing situation), ACC
Rules are not specific about
what the utility and ESPs are
obligated to show on their
bills.

02/02/00 Billing 02/02/00  In many markets (CA specifically) begin and end meter
reads need not  be displayed on a bill.  In Arizona market, utilities
are required to show specific pieces of information but it’s un-
clear if ESPs are required to follow same rules.
This could apply to all revenue cycle services.

1 Open
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ESP
02/24/00 (ACC - Bill Rigsby) reported on ACC Rules, refer to sec-
tions R14-2-210B-2 and R14-2-1612.  Verbiage states that ALL
bills must contain the data elements referred to in these sections.
UDCs would be required to show a generation line item on their
bill (dual billing) showing a zero amount due.  Additionally, ESP
would be required to show a CTC charge on their portion of the
bill with a zero amount due.

Action:  ESPs/UDCs create a proposal for short term solution
which may require filing for waiver to the Rules as a short terrn
solution.  All parties to come up with possible long-term changes
to the Rules.

Issue for MRSPs:  Begin and end reads must be printed on bill
according to the Rules.  So, these must be passed to the billing
parties.

03/08/00  Should a Rule change be suggested as a short-term
solution.  It is possible to put this in a combined waiver of issues
that need to be changed in the Rules.  A long term solution would
be actually to change the verbiage.

Action: ESPs and UDCs should come prepared with their com-
pany’s position in regards to filing waivers. Group will come up
with proposal about how this issue should be resolved.

03/14/00  Decision to have a separate waiver filed for this issue
(separate from #28,36, & 56).

03/22/00  Proposal:  Bill party needs to itemize the bill compo-
nents to allow customer to break down/re-calculate the bill.
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10/11/00 – October 4, 2000 Rule tweaking package approved –
1612 changed but not 210 B2.  210 B2 DOES need to be chngd.
Shirley will let Barbara Keene know and wait for direction from
Staff on how to handle the existing waiver.

19 Once troubleshooting proc-
ess has taken place, and
UDC is estimating (an
MRSP did not deliver data in
a timely manner or the read
could not be retrieved),
should UDC transmit esti-
mation reasons for ESP
Consolidated Bill.

02/02/00 Billing Need to specify under what conditions the UDC could estimate a
bill and pass this information to the ESP.

02/24/00  (APS - Shirley Renfroe) reported the EDI 810 allows for
an estimation reason code to be passed to ESP.

Proposal:  If MRSP fails to provide a meter read and the excep-
tion processing window has passed, UDC may estimate and
provide an indicator why bill was estimated.  ESP is required to
print this reason on UDC portion of the bill pursuant to Rule 14-2-
210-6B.

03/08/00  Reason codes need to be developed before this can
be resolved.

04/06/00  Resolution: Use a reason code of: Meter Data not
available

1 Resv

20 Can other utility service
charges be passed to ESP
for Consolidated Billing (gas,
water, sewer, telephone,
etc.)

02/02/00 Billing 02/02/00 02/02/00  May not be in scope of the PSWG charge.  We are fo-
cusing on transfer of electric information only. May need to be
addressed at a later date.

Resv

21 DA Market Issue – for UDC
or Dual billing options, will
Summary Billing be avail-

02/02/00 Billing 02/02/00  (TEP) will not offer Summary Billing per pending Article
24. (APS) feels it is a billers service.  If APS is the biller they will
offer these services. (SRP) will offer these services for Dual or

3 Resv
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able for DA customers?

UDC/Dual

UDC Consolidated Billing.

10/12/00 – group agreed this was for info only and resolved – this
is an entity specific issue.

22 If customer has a credit or
debit balance when they
switch to DA, is the utility
obligated to refund that
money?

02/02/00 Billing 03/08/00 02/08/00  Levelized / Equalizer was briefly discussed regarding
debit or credit balances.

02/24/00 APS will final out standard offer account and bill cus-
tomer separately if there is a debit.  If customer does not pay and
is eligible for disconnect, they notify ESP.  If there is a credit they
will refund this to customer prior to the switch for DA.

Proposal:  When customer goes DA and they have a credit bal-
ance, with the exception of Capital credits, UDC will apply it to
any outstanding receivable owing.  UDC will then refund re-
maining credit directly to customer in accordance to their appli-
cable Rules and Regulations. When customer goes DA and they
have a debit balance, it will be the sole responsibility of UDC to
collect money from customer.

Resv

23 If utility is holding a customer
deposit and customer
switches to ESP consoli-
dated billing, is the utility
required to refund entire de-
posit since receivable is paid
to UDC by ESP?

02/02/00 Billing 04/06/00 (APS - Stacy Aguayo) went over flow chart for Deposit Process for
ESP Consolidated billing and Deposit Process for UDC consoli-
dated billing (see attachment to 02/24/00 Billing minutes)

03/08/00 There is no formal Rule requirement dictating deposit
refunds for ESP Consolidated billing customers.  Current busi-
ness processes have been identified (see flow) for TEP, SRP and
APS.  Other UDCs can submit their deposit business processes
to the Billing Subcommittee Chairperson. Deposit requirements
are to be determined by the individual companies based on their
individual credit policies.  No further action needed.

Resv
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24 When UDC estimates the bill
in ESP Consolidated billing,
an agreed upon process and
timeframe needs to be set
for troubleshooting before
bill is actually sent to cus-
tomer. (Marilyn Ferrara)

ESP/UDC/Dual

02/02/00 Billing 02/02/00 This is a meter reading to data input billing issue.  Ex-
amples include the CA model – MADEN Meter and Data Excep-
tion Notice.  Could be impacted by VEE rule differences, etc.

02/24/00 (New West Energy - Janie Mollon) is preparing a sug-
gested model for Arizona to report billing and metering excep-
tions.  Janie will send out proposal and suggestions.  Action: Re-
view and send comments to Janie (recommendation, timeline,
with your proposed modification.)  Janie will compile for next
meeting.

03/08/00  Billing Subcommittee agreed that an exception proc-
ess such as the MADEN is needed for handling exceptions.
MADEN process will be submitted to Policy Subcommittee for
standardization across all subcommittee exception process.  All
committee members should review document in its entirety and
be prepared to discuss implementation issues.  (APS - Stacy
Aguayo) will check with CA UDCs to see if more MADEN infor-
mation is available.

Action: UDCs need to re-evaluate the time frame of estimation.  Is
there any flexibility before estimating?  What notifications
should/are in place for notifying MRSPs of missing data?

03/22/00  Take BEN proposal to our companies and discuss
possibility of implementing this notification process.  Be prepared
to talk about possible implementation guidelines.

04/06/00  Action:  UDC’s need to determine how many days after
read due date will ESP/MRSP be notified of missing data and
how many days does MSP have to get data after notification be-
fore UDC estimates?  Action: If MRSP estimates their reads and

1 Resv
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the estimates cause an exception to produce, can UDC estimate
on an estimate?  Action: UDC”s check “tolerance” level of their
VEE rules.

05/24/00 Estimation process for APS and TEP are outlined in
BEN (Billing Exception Notice – see ACC report). VEE tolerance
levels to be discussed in newly formed VEE Subcommittee.

06/22/00  Some changes were recommended to BEN process.

10/12/00 BEN has been developed as an interim comm mech
until state MADEN (or equiv) is developed.  Approved in 6/00 re-
port

25 What specific VEE rules
should utilities use on an
ongoing basis to verify and
bill off of incoming MRSP
reads. (PSWG – Billing)

01/26/00 Meter-VEE 01/26/00  Since MRSPs use different algorithms, it’s difficult for
utilities to determine if MRSPs are performing VEE on an ongo-
ing basis.  If utilities use their own VEE systems to verify reads it
may cause invalid rejections.

02/01/00  What is the utilities responsibility to audit MRSPs?
Rules state this certification must take place yearly.

04/27/00 A sub/subgroup was formed to review existing VEE
rules, develop objectives, changes and proposals (if needed),
develop performance measures and monitoring criteria.  TEP -
Tony
Gilloly, APSES, New West Energy - Janie Mollon, C3 Comm,
CSC, APS, SRP - Greg Carrel, a representative from the Co-ops
(possibly Barry Scott), and possibly First Point.  Renee Castillo
volunteered to chair this sub/subgroup and will set up a meeting
with these participants.

Open
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06/22/00 Reassigned from Policy to Metering subcommittee
10/11/00 – This has previously been assigned to VEE

26 XML versus EDI –
What is XML?  Should this
be considered for a best
practice for the Arizona’s
model? (ACC Staff – Deb
Scott and Jerry Smith )

01/25/00 Policy Issue for Policy subcommittee to investigate.  This is not a trans-
port mechanism, it is defined as a data structure.

02/01/00 – Ray Wenzel - Excelergy, offered to coordinate a pres-
entation to PSWG on XML.  Evelyn Dryer will address with ACC
and possibly get this on a large group agenda.

3 Open

27 Companies are defining
‘workdays’ for time frames
for work to be completed.
Some companies are in-
cluding holidays that are not
recognized by others.  Need
to define ‘standardized
workday’. (PSWG – Billing)

Suggestion: NERC holidays
recognized but modified. If a
NERC holiday falls on a Sat-
urday it is recognized on a
Friday and if the holiday falls
on a Sunday it is recognized
on a Monday.

Standardized Work Days:
Any day except Saturday/
Sunday or NERC holiday. If
holiday falls on a Saturday it
is recognized on a Friday. If

01/26/00 Policy 02/29/00 In some territories Columbus Day, MLK Day are recognized as
holidays and are excluded from a workday calculation.  This
could affect time periods defined for metering, meter reading,
Consolidated billing and enrollment.

02/01/00 – Standardization of holidays may not be possible.
(Suggestion 1)  If Federal or State Holidays are defined, these
could be used as an exception to workdays for ALL participants.
(Suggestion 2)  Use NERC definition of holiday.  Evelyn Dryer to
provide to the Policy Group.

Action due 02/15/00:  All participants need to take these sugges-
tions to their organizations to see what will work.  Items to con-
sider: Cash flow, bill cycles, read cycles, settlement etc.  Also,
bring a list of your organizations recognized holidays  Be pre-
pared to discuss impact to company’s if we recommend NERC
holidays only, OR if we were to recognize all State and Federal
Holidays. (Darrell Pichoff) to bring list of Postal/ Federal Holidays.
(Steve Olea) to bring list of State Holidays.

02/16/00 – Pending Resolution (see UDC holiday matrix – en-
close with minutes).

Resv
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the holiday falls on a Sunday,
it is recognized on a Mon-
day.

28 Clarification on when UDC
can be an MSP.  Both sets of
Direct Access rules have
different definitions.  (ACC
Rules and HB 2663)  (PSWG
– DASR)

01/26/00 Policy see Issue
36 & 56

Example, in APS territory they cannot be an MSP for any cus-
tomer except under 20 kW and residential customer.

Additionally, when are meter exchanges required within the
service territories?

02/01/00  In service territory’s governed by ACC Competition
Rules (R14-2-1615-B), on January 1, 2001 no affected utility can
offer competitive services.

What if there are no service providers offering these services at a
competitive rate after 01/01/01 that make it cost effective for cus-
tomers to switch?  This is a Commission and Legislative issue.

(APSES-Barbara Klemstine) Will provide a proposal to group next
week showing why the UDC can be an MSP.

Action: take Barbara’s “white pages” to our companies to see if
any problems/issues with the document. Be prepared to discuss
next week. May need to create a waiver for this.  Action: APS to
determine implementation issues regarding issues #28, #36, &
#56

Barry Scott does not want a rule written that choice of MSP has to
be chosen by ESP. It should be the customer’s choice.

There is still issue remaining which will be included on ACC re-
port.

1 Open



AZ Process Standardization Working Group Revision 10/26/00 Master Issues List – Page 18 of 52

Priority: 1-High, 2-Med, 3-Low Status: Open, Pending Resolution, Resolved

# Issue Date Sub- Date Date Discussion Priority Status
Identified Committee Needed Resolved

29 Are 997s required for all
transactions?  Is that going
to be our recommendation
for the Arizona standards?
(PSWG – Remittance)

01/27/00 Policy 02/08/00 EDI 997s are an industry standard transaction (EDI syntax valida-
tion)

02/01/00  Yes, a 997 acknowledgement is required on all stan-
dardized EDI transaction sets.  Policy group will recommend the
level of acknowledgement should be determined by the individ-
ual trading partners.

02/08/00  Is a 997 required for meter data that is extracted from a
MRSP web site?

3 Open

30 Do we need to prioritize
transactions by importance
due to financial considera-
tions and customer service
(for problem resolution and
cycle time of EDI 824)?

01/27/00 Remittance 02/08/00 Example, SRP requires acknowledgement both incoming and
outgoing within 24 hours.

All subcommittees need to define transaction cycle time.

Open

31 Is there a need to standard-
ize dual path or single path
when handling the 820?  Do
we provide a remittance ad-
vice directly to ESP and
payment directly to bank
(dual path)?  OR do both
documents go directly to
bank (single path)?

01/27/00 Remittance 02/08/00 Payments go to bank and details go to provider.  Since most
banks are currently using VANS, sending both transactions may
be costly to sending parties.

Open

32 What are true costs of CT/VT
(PT) if an ESP wants to buy
the equipment?  Cost to re-
place equipment at today’s

01/27/00 Policy see Issue
44 & 54

Issues 32, 44, &  54 – (SRP - Renee Castillo) will have more in-
formation regarding these items for the 03/08/00 meeting.

03/07/00 (ref: 32, 44 &  54) Suggestions: lease CT/PT/VT’s or

1 Open



AZ Process Standardization Working Group Revision 10/26/00 Master Issues List – Page 19 of 52

Priority: 1-High, 2-Med, 3-Low Status: Open, Pending Resolution, Resolved

# Issue Date Sub- Date Date Discussion Priority Status
Identified Committee Needed Resolved

market price OR cost to
UDC and depreciated by
years since installation.
(PSWG – Metering)

have a long- term purchase plan.

APSES-Jim Wonter will contact California to see how they handle
CT PT ownership issues.

Action: UDC’s discuss w/ companies lease agreements, long
term payment plans and their defense on why want to own them.
Action: Clarify rule 14-2-1612-K10. Action:  All market participants
review rule 14-2-1612-K10. Determine if we want to interpret/re-
word using UDC shall own, UDC shall not own, may own or may
own at discretion of the customer. Be prepared to defend/come
to a consensus.

03/14/00 Costs range from roughly $230-$3500.  Action: ESP’s to
provide more detail regarding long-term payment plan (how
much/how long).

APS/TEP will not support a leasing option APS will support the
payment plan option only if for the life of the contract between the
ESP & customer.

03/22/00 ESP’s don’t want to resort to a lease/payment plan op-
tion until issue of UDCs maintaining ownership of CT/PT’s has
been resolved.

05/09/00  (TEP) Per Position document issued by Tony Gilooly,
they are still working on costs.  (APS) Installed equipment, mate-
rial and labor, depreciated by 5 years. (SRP) in process of devel-
oping IT equipment costs for full metering competition sched-
uled for 12/31/00. (Mohave and Navopche) Would support selling
at Fair market cost to replace equipment. (Sulfer Srpings) Cur-
rent Book Value minus depreciation.
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33 For access to a meter, some
UDCs require ESP to get
keys, combos, etc. from
customer.  In many cases,
the customer does not have
a key.

01/27/00 Metering 06/22/00 02/03/00  APS is not going to provide keys to MSP.  They would
like the MSP to get key from customer.

MSP and MRSP issues:  Customers may not have keys.  Utility
keys may not be able to be duplicated.  Or utilities may want to
offer a dual locking device on a contractual basis with utilities
and MSPs.

New West Energy – This is a barrier to getting access to change
meters for customers to go DA.

Suggestion - If customer is releasing their customer data (histori-
cal) anyhow, could key process be incorporated in release?

Action:  All Utilities need to research what their key policy is and
report to subcommittee by 02/16/00.  Janie Mollon will bring CA
access process.

(Schlumberger - Jamie) In case of customer’s lock, they are cut-
ting lock and supplying a new lock to customer.  Customer re-
sponsible for getting a key to UDC for access to site. (Marv Buck
– CUBR) suggesting UDCs change customer supplied locks with
UDC supplied locks.  Then UDC retains possession of master
key and can supply slave keys to customer for them to get to MSP
and ESP.

Proposal:  For customer supplied locks, MSP will cut the lock, if
applicable, and supply customer with a new lock and keys.
Customer’s responsibility to get new key to UDC.  MSP will
communicate access changes back to UDC on the MIRN form
in remarks section.

Resv
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(Citizens Utilities) UDC requires access to metering equip on
customers premises for safety reasons and already have keys
that were supplied to the customer.  ESP should be responsible
for supplying UDC with a key to any lock changed on the cus-
tomer’s metering form.  It is not reasonable to require customer
to produce another key for UDC.

05/18/00  Phaser (Janet Henry) CA gives MSP keys to their locks
and lockboxes.  – A question was asked “who is responsi-
ble/liable during the time MSP cuts UDC lock and the time UDC
gets back out there to replace their lock?”  Solution:  UDCs pro-
vide MSPs with padlocks to seal UDC side of locking device.

Action: (due 06/21)  UDCs determine if they can give a supply of
UDC locks to MSPs operating in their territory.

06/21/00 Proposal: For customer supplied locks, MSP will cut
lock, if applicable, and supply customer with a new lock and
keys.  MSP will place a dual hasp on customer’s lock and then
seal up the other hole on hasp.  This will be indicated on MIRN
form for UDC to replace the seal with UDC lock.  If MSP cuts
UDC lock, they will replace it with a dual hasp with a new cus-
tomer lock and a seal where UDC lock will be placed.  This will
be noted on MIRN form and UDC will replace the seal in their
normal course of business.

06/22/00 Resolution: For customer supplied locks, MSP will cut
the lock, if applicable, and supply customer with a new lock and
keys.  Customer’s responsibility to get new key to UDC.  MSP will
communicate access changes back to UDC on the MIRN form
in remarks section.
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34 There is no formalized proc-
ess to report meter excep-
tions between UDCs and
ESPs.  Examples: agree-
ment metering program-
ming, if MI/MAC forms are
not completely filled out, etc.
See MADEN for details on
exception reasons. (PSWG –
Metering)

01/27/00 Policy see Issue
52

(New West Energy - Janie) will provide information regarding this.

Proposal: Consensus that a formal communication method
(similar to MADEN) will be utilized. Details of what data ele-
ments/guidelines will be discussed in both the metering & billing
subcommittees.

3 Pend

35 At what point does an ESP
take responsibility on a me-
ter exchange?  And who is
responsible for energy con-
sumption during the ex-
change?

01/27/00 Metering 02/03/00  Action:  Utilities to report on their processes 02/16/00.

06/21/00 Proposal: Point in time when ESP takes responsibility
depends on switch procedures in the separate UDC territories.

07/19/00 Discussion centered on calculation of usage, responsi-
bilities of entities in calculation, and how it is reflected on the
MIRN form. Group consensus that if meter is our more than 15
minutes, usage will be calculated. Group agreed that except for
scheduling and lost registrations, the process is complete. Ac-
tion: (UDC) determine what they need to calculate usage and
how they to incorporate into their procedures for Aug mtg.

08/16/00 Discussion regarding who is the responsible party.  No
clear language in CC&N or Rules that indicate MSP is responsi-
ble for calculating Lost Registration.  Action Item: APS, APSES
and New West Energy research past meter exchanges to deter-
mine how long meters are typically out of the socket.  Some par-
ticipants believe amount of unaccounted for energy is so insig-
nificant it may not warrant the calculation.  Action Item (due Sept

Resv
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mtg): All participants present their proposed load limit that lost
registration would need to be calculated.
10/11/00 Refer to UDC Business Rule Comparison document for
UDC requirements or state standard

36 ACC Rules Question:  Can
UDC provide metering and
installation services for DA
customer?  Short term and
after January 1, 2001?
(PSWG –Metering)

01/27/00 Policy see Issue
28 & 56

Action:  Participants need to read the ACC and HB2663 and be
prepared to discuss issue.

1 Open

37 Load research meters- Are
UDCs intending have a dual
meter installed or are they
going to pick another sam-
ple customer when the cus-
tomer goes DA?  Will UDCs
allow ESPs to use existing
phone line to read meter for
DA purposes?  Or vice versa
- can UDC use ESP phone
lines?

01/27/00 Metering 05/18/00 02/03/00  Action (due 012/16/00):  Utilities to document and re-
port what the process will be for handling Load Research meter.

02/16/00  (SRP) will choose new sample.  In most cases, phone
line owned by the customer. (APS) will choose new sample.  In a
few cases, they will remove their existing phone line.

04/27/00 Refer to UDC Business Rule Comparison document for
UDC requirements or state standard (to be included with PSWG
report to the Commission.)

1 Resv

38 Will UDCs allow ESPs to
interrogate meters on non-
DA customers for load re-
search purposes/ billing op-
tion purposes? (PSWG –
Metering)

01/27/00 Policy (New West Energy - Janie) will clarify at 03/13/00 meeting.

Details on Issue: Customer is not DA and wants load research
data for informational purposes.

Example:  ESP may be taking multiple customer accounts but
not all of them. ESP would like a secondary password to review
this information so they can provide information of all sites (even

3 Open
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those not going DA) to customer. If there is no IDR meter at site,
customer would need to initiate an IDR meter from UDC and pay
associated costs.

39 Do DA meters installed have
to have a visual display?
This limits equipment types
that can be installed.

01/27/00 Metering 02/03/00  TR Recorder does not have a display.  Requirement
came from a EUSERC. Action:  Utilities need to report on their
needs for display by 02/16/00.  (APS – Jeanine) will check the
EUSERC requirements.  ESPs will report on what impacts this
requirement could have in their organizations.

According to ANSI, a display is not ‘required’.  Further discussion
needed.  Metering boxes are the way technology is moving,
therefore no display.  This may be a customer issue.

Utilities to report on why a display is needed.  Darrel Pichoff to
check with RUCO to see if there’s a requirement.

03/02/00  (Prem Bahl – RUCO) RUCO’s position is there must be
a visual display on all electric meters for residential consumers.
Consumer must be able to read the kWh and kW readings.
RUCO will insist on this. (K.R. Saline) represents 24 Irrigation
Districts, Electrical Districts, and Municipalities.  KRS will insist
on visual displays on electric meters for both residential and
commercial customers.

04/27/00 To be addressed in an upcoming meeting since this
issue is currently happening in production today.
10/11/00 updated status as resolved – completed in a previous
meeting. The Current Rules require visual displays

1 Resv

40 What are UDC processes for
scheduling MSP work?

01/27/00 Metering 04/27/00 02/3/00  May be addressed when we start to review the data ele-
ments.  Utilities must be able to speak to schedules on metering.

1 Resv
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What if an MSP picks a date
to remove and install a meter
and schedule must be
changed?  How are these
exceptions handled?

04/27/00  MDCR and procedures address this issue.  Refer to
UDC Business Rule Comparison document.

RESOLUTION:  (Agreed upon business rule): Initial MDCR Form
and EPA (if applicable) must be returned at least five (5) work-
days prior to the exchange. These documents will be in Excel
and sent via email.  Notification of changes to the schedule, in-
cluding rescheduling and unscheduling, must be sent to UDC by
2:00pm (Arizona time) one (1) workday prior to scheduled work
date.  UDC will communicate any exceptions to MSP within two
(2) workdays of the receipt.

41 Who is responsible for vali-
dating that a meter can be
read after a MSP has set a
new meter?

01/27/00 Meter-VEE In CA, it’s a requirement from CPUC (Rule 22), the ESP is re-
sponsible for ensuring newly installed meter can be read prior to
1st billing by MRSP or face penalties.

02/03/00  (First Point) This is usually done at the meter install
time.

04/27/00  To be addressed in the VEE sub/subgroup.

3 Open

42 Will we require an 824 on all
transactions (accepted or
take exception to a data
element).  Do we only want
to get an 824 when there’s a
problem with data? (PSWG -
Policy)

02/01/00 Remittance Open

43 Is there a regulatory re-
quirement for UDCs to col-

02/02/00 Billing see Issue
16

There is potential for state funds to be reduced because there
potentially is no requirement to continue these programs.

3 Open
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lect and remit charitable
contributions to social agen-
cies.  And is there any regu-
latory requirement for ESP’s
to participate in collecting or
remitting charitable contri-
butions on behalf of UDC.

ESP

10/26/00 waiting to hear from NEC to see if they have a require-
ment to remit. (John Wallace/Darrel Pischoff to follow-up)

44 Clarify ownership of CT and
VTs (PT) based on voltage
level. (PSWG – Metering)

02/03/00 Policy see issue
32 & 54

02/03/00  Will refer to ACC Rules

05/09/00 Clarification of ownership completed - Refer to Busi-
ness Rule Comparison document from Metering Systems and
Meter Reading Subcommittee group.

09/01/00– Refer to Business Rule Comparison document from
Metering Systems and Meter Reading Subcommittee group.

1 Resv

45 Standardized data content,
data format and data trans-
mission needed for Metering
Data.

02/03/00 Metering 04/27/00 Fax and email are not acceptable forms of data transmission.
Trading Partners are not able to populate their databases.

04/27/00 Subgroup has standardized the data content, data for-
mat and a basic transmission method (email with Excel spread-
sheet).  Additional electronic methods will be explored.

Resv

46 All Arizona EDI (DASRs, 867,
810, 650) should utilize
GMT for business transac-
tions and local time for the
enveloping.   To avoid prob-
lems and unnecessary costs

01/25/00 Policy 04/25/00 This change would help market participants, particularly
MDMAs/MRSPs, to save costs by not having to adapt their sys-
tems to Arizona’s unique requirements.

Action:  All participants need to see what the use of GMT will do
to their systems.

Resv
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to conform to national stan-
dardization in the future,
standard time references
should be implemented im-
mediately by each UDC and
EDI mapping can be phased
in. (APSES)

02/16/00  Proposal: All participants will use GMT format for all
transactions that require a time stamp.  Action:  Find out how
long the conversion to the GMT format will take.  Consensus was
reached.

Proposal:  All Arizona EDI transaction set data content will utilize
GMT time and GMT time code.  The enveloping of EDI transac-
tions will utilize the sender’s local time.

Implementation Issue: This recommendation refers to the ACC
rule that states data transmission will be sent in Arizona time.
Policy Group will recommend a change to the ACC Rules.

03/28/00  Determined this is not a rule change, it is actually noted
in the CC&N’s.

Action: Paul will talk with ACC to determine what needs to take
place to get issue resolved. Can staff just send a notice to exist-
ing certified entities advising them of the change to GMT?

04/25/00  Need to review new proposition.  Be prepared to make
your company’s final decision.

GMT was adopted. The original proposal above was adopted.  A
letter to the Utility Director will be sent by the PSWG.

47 Standardization of Billing
Options (ESP and UDC con-
solidated billing as well as
Dual billing) from all UDCs
should be implemented im-

01/25/00 Policy A working group of market participants should study the intent of
Commission Rules and make a determination that applies to all
UDCs.  Terms and Conditions for credit, payments and partial
payments, and other billing processes should be standardized for
all UDCs.  During the direct access rulemaking process, an ear-

2 Open
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mediately to provide cus-
tomer choice.  Include re-
lated changes or impacts to
other processes or proce-
dures. (APSES)

lier working group discussed whether billing options should be
discretionary, but no consistent position was reached.  Market
participants need to clarify the procedures for consistency
among UDCs.

In order to develop a viable direct access market, the limitations
on customer choice caused by differences in billing procedures
among UDCs will be removed.  Customer confusion and criti-
cism will be reduced, and ESPs will have flexibility to meet indi-
vidual customer needs.

48 For all Billing and Metering
data, UDCs should employ
same rule and/or formula for
rounding up data and
rounding in calculations.
Business process should be
implemented immediately by
each UDC.

Include related changes or
impacts to other processes
or procedures. (APSES)

01/25/00 Policy 02/29/00 In order to develop a viable direct access market, the burdens
and costs caused by differences in data and billing procedures
among UDCs will be removed.  Customer confusion will be re-
duced.

Action:  All participants need to investigate what their rounding
processes are on meter reading and billing.  They also need to
investigate how their CIS/MDMA systems handle rounding.

02/16/00  Jim will provide more examples to help define the is-
sue.

02/22/00  Jim brought examples of rounding issues and found
issues were not widespread and magnitude is fairly small.
These issues will be discussed with individual UDCs.  Pending
resolution at 02/29/00 meeting.

02/29/00 No standardization needed.

1 Resv

49 Develop interim business
processes that can be im-

01/25/00 DASR Customers need the flexibility to contact either their ESP or UDC
to implement a request, as provided by proposed business proc-

Open
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plemented manually, and
plan mapping for both out-
bound (UDC to ESP) and in-
bound (ESP to UDC) DASRs
for the following communi-
cations.  Business proc-
esses should be imple-
mented immediately by each
UDC with as much consis-
tency as possible, and EDI
mapping can be phased in.

Customer Moving: - Notifica-
tion of direct access cus-
tomer moving to new ad-
dress within the same distri-
bution company territory
without having to return to
bundled service. (APSES)

esses.  The customer’s choice and other information can be
communicated by e-mail or fax until out-bound/ in-bound DASRs
are functional.  Customers will not be burdened with having to
make numerous phone calls to UDCs and ESPs to implement
their service choice.  To develop a viable direct access market,
the burdens and costs caused by unnecessary switches to/from
bundled service will be removed.  “Customer choice” will be-
come more of a reality.

50 New Customer - Same Fa-
cility: - A new customer takes
over an existing direct ac-
cess facility, keeps same
ESP and meter without re-
turning to bundled service.
(APSES)

01/25/00 DASR see Issue 49, Description, paragraph 1 Open

51 Account Update - Notifica-
tion of changed account
information.  UC and PD
DASRs appear to be both

01/25/00 DASR see Issue 49, Description, paragraph 1 Open
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in/out-bound in the Arizona
DASR Handbook (APSES)

52 UDCs and market partici-
pants need a clearly-defined
communication process for
promptly communicating
and resolving problems with
data, meters, or bills among
ESPs, MSPs, MRSPs, and
UDCs (APSES)

01/25/00 Policy see Issue
34

Process should be initiated by any participant to establish com-
munication to solve problem  within a defined time frame, if pos-
sible, and, if necessary, to maintain communication until root
cause analysis is complete.  Standardized process should be
implemented immediately by each participant and automated by
all parties as soon as possible.

An example of the California “MADEN” process is attached to the
original change control document.

Process will reduce meter and data errors that cause billing er-
rors and delays in billing and receiving revenue.  It will help pro-
vide customer satisfaction by reducing billing questions and
complaints to both UDCs and ESPs.

3 Open

53 Blackout period for Direct
Access meter exchanges is
too long and not consistent
between UDCs. (APSES)

01/25/00 Metering Currently, the three largest UDCs require meters needing to be
changed for Direct Access service cannot be changed for a pe-
riod of time around the current meter’s read date.  The length of
time varies by UDC, but extends up to approximately nine (9)
working days for one UDC.  This requirement is problematic for
ESPs and MSPs because it allows meters to be exchanged dur-
ing only half of the month for each account (9 working days
equates to approximately half of a calendar month).  When a
customer has multiple accounts on multiple read cycles that all
require meter exchanges, MSP must plan their installation
schedule around UDC blackout period.  This makes it virtually
impossible to exchange multiple meters on consecutive days
during the month.  Since most certified MSPs are installing me-
ters with out-of-state personnel, this requirement adds to the cost

1 Resv
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of meter exchanges for MSPs and ultimately for ESPs and cus-
tomers.

Proposal:  Metering subcommittee should examine process for
meter exchanges and shorten or eliminate blackout period re-
quirement.  Subcommittee should look at best practices in other
states where blackout periods have been eliminated or greatly
reduced to foster a more efficient competitive market.  Where
possible, blackout periods should be consistent across UDCs in
the state.

Sugggestion: (New West Energy - Janie Mollon)  To switch cus-
tomer , MSP could not install a meter five (5) workdays before a
read date or two (2) workdays after a read date.  The actual
switch happens on the read date.

03/16/00  (APSES - Jim Wontor) brought another proposal.
Eliminate blackout periods and allow customer’s to switch on
exchange date.

Action: ESPs will consolidate their proposals for a best practice
suggestion on 03/30/00.

04/27/00 Refer to ESP Hybrid proposal addressing switch dates
and blackout windows.  Also, see UDC Response to Provider
Hybrid Proposal.

Consensus was not reached between TEP, SRP and APS.  APS
operates currently without a blackout window even though their
Schedule 10 allows for a blackout window. SRP does not oper-
ate without a blackout window.  TEP operates with a 5 workday
blackout window.
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Action: APS need to find out how long they are willing to work
without for 6 mos. a blackout window.  TEP will check with their
staff to see if they will work with the 5 workday blackout window
and then reevaluate in 6 mos.

(Navopache - Dennis Hughes) would agree to work with the 5
workday blackout window with the agreement to reevaluate any
market impacts after 6 months.  (Trico – Anne Cobb)  They cer-
tainly see advantages to having a blackout period.  They would
agree to work with the blackout window with the agreement to
reevaluate any market impacts after 6 months.

10/11/00 – Resolution refer to UDC Business Rule doc for UDC
requirements

54 Ownership of Current
Transformers (CTs) and
Voltage Transformers (VTs
formerly known as PTs) is
not consistent across UDCs.
(APSES)

01/25/00 Metering 09/18/00 see Issue
32 & 44

ACC rules for Direct Access and the Electric Competition Act
provide for UDC to own and maintain both CTs and VTs.  How-
ever, interpretation of these rules differs by UDC.  One UDC
mandates that CT/VTs be purchased by Customer or ESP/MSP if
they are below a certain voltage size. Another UDC maintains
ownership and maintenance responsibilities of CT/VTs for all
customers. And the third major UDC maintains ownership of
CT/VTs, but requires ESP/MSP to maintain them. This incon-
sistency creates difficulty for an ESP, especially when dealing
with customers with facilities in more than one service territory.
Requiring ESP/MSP or customer to purchase the equipment
also adds a potentially significant cost and may be a barrier for
many customers who otherwise might seek alternative suppliers.
In California, CT/VTs are treated as part of the UDC distribution
system and ownership/maintenance responsibilities are retained
by UDC.

1 Resv
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Proposal:  Metering Working Group should look at intent of the
language in competition rules regarding equipment ownership
and make a determination on CT/VT ownership that all UDCs
can implement on a consistent basis.

03/14/00  Action: APS/TEP will investigate whether they can
agree to own CT/VT’s above the secondary voltage level (600
volts or less).  This will not require a rule change…it will require a
tariff change.  Action: APS will determine amount of primary cus-
tomer accounts.

Issue: Can customer own their own CT/PT’s? Need clarification
of the rules.

05/09/00  (APS) changing their position regarding ownership of
CT/PTs.  Position statement is: “APS is agreeable to retaining
ownership of CT/’sPT’s for Direct Access locations providing
tariff and operational issues impacted by this change are effec-
tively and equitably resolved.  (TEP, Sulfur Springs, Navopache
and Mohave) prefer Rules to stay as is regarding CT/PT owner-
ship, however, they are willing to review suggested rule change.
(APSES) Recommend rule language change to add “…at dis-
cretion of customer” to the end of the first sentence of section
R14-2-1612.k section 10.

Action Items: Jim Wontor (APSES) will send out proposed lan-
guage to PSWG participants by 05/10/00.   Participants be pre-
pared with their company position on the proposed language to
the 05/23/00 meeting.

07/19/00 (APS) handouts re: ownership and pulse overflow dis-
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cussed. Several Coops support APS new position that UDC own
and maintain all CT/PTs. Draft Equipment Authorization Form
reviewed. Bulk form may not be necessary with APS change on
CT/VT ownership. (APSES) proposed revised language in form.

Action: (APS) to revise EPS form and send out for (All members)
review prior to next meeting discussion. (TEP) to report plans for
ownership where an existing CT/PT goes bad and the ESP/MSP
replaces it.

08/16/00 – (TEP) reported they will provide a replacement CT/VT
if existing CT/VT is damaged at no charge to competitive pro-
vider.  Currently, TEP does not provide CT/VT for new installa-
tions.  TEP will refile their tariff to separate the CT/VT charge
from the other metering charges.  Upon approval, TEP will pro-
vide CT/VT for new installations. *see TEP handout for additional
revised CT/VT information.
10/11/00 Resolution See Business Rule Doc for UDC require-
ments

55 UDC fees for Direct Access
services (CISR, DASR, me-
tering, meter reading, billing,
settlement, etc.) are too high
and not consistent between
UDCs. (APSES)

01/25/00 Policy The 3 largest UDCs have proposed varying fees for Direct Ac-
cess services, such as: meter information, submitting Direct Ac-
cess Service Requests, meter installations or removals, meter
reading services, consolidated and/or dual billing, and settlement
billing.  These fees are, in some cases, excessively high and do
not reflect the true marginal cost of providing these services.
Many fees are required by one UDC, but not at all by other UDCs.
Even when required by all UDCs for same service, fees are not
consistent and vary quite substantially.  All the various fees pro-
vide an additional barrier to development of a competitive market
in Arizona.

2 Open
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Proposal To develop a viable market in Arizona, a group con-
sisting of market participants should be tasked with determining
which fees should be mandatory, which fees should be discre-
tionary, and which fees should be deferred until the market has
developed.   This group should also recommend which costs
could be recovered as part of base rates and which should be
recovered in service fees.  Finally, the group should recommend
a consistent, cost-based methodology for calculating the costs to
be recovered by the UDCs.

56 Non-availability of local al-
ternatives for providing com-
petitively priced metering
services. (APSES)

01/25/00 Policy see Issue
28 & 36

Currently, there are very few Meter Service Providers (MSPs) or
Meter Reading Service Providers (MRSPs) that have facilities
and personnel in Arizona.  Most of the certificated providers are
based out-of-state and cannot, by ACC rules, subcontract with
non-certificated personnel in the state.  This potentially drives up
the cost of some services that require personnel to travel to Ari-
zona.  Additionally, since UDCs cannot provide competitive me-
tering services beyond the year 2000, most have chosen not to
provide a full menu of services during the year 2000.  Both of
these factors produce situations where the cost of providing
competitive metering services are higher than they would be if
they were provided by personnel already located in the state.

Policy Working Group should recommend that, to stimulate mar-
ket and cost effective provision of competitive services, the fol-
lowing changes should be made:
1) UDCs should be allowed to provide competitive metering

services at a competitive market price, and
2) 2) MSP/MRSPs should be allowed to subcontract for serv-

ices to qualified personnel, without having to make them
employees of the company, as long as the certificated
MSP/MRSP is still responsible for the work they perform.

2 Open
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03/14/00  Barb Klemstine will change the wording on the MSP
qualifications/ requirements that is attached to the CC&N in re-
gards to item 3. She will include wording so that the MSP & their
agents will be held to the same rules.

White Paper Results:
1. TEP & APS agree – waiver will be needed
2. TEP & APS don’t agree due to procurement & labor issues
3. TEP & APS agree with some clarification of the rules.

Action: TEP & APS will begin working on a waiver for white paper
issue #1 (non-residential load profile)

04/11/00  Be prepared to discuss item #2 (subcontracting) at
next meeting.

05/09/00  Bob Grey will check with DebScott to verify status of this
issue.

57 How will we handle cus-
tomer bill disputes that are
filed with the ACC for ESP
Consolidated Billing.

ESP

02/08/00 Billing (ACC -Bill Rigsby) will check at ACC how often customers file
complaints with ACC for bill disputes.  How will UDCs handle
requirement for the ESP to make us whole?

Action: (ACC -Bill Rigsby) to check at ACC for proposed changes

04/06/00 (ACC -Bill Rigsby) - Believes the ACC will be notifying
both ESP and UDC regarding any consumer disputes.

Resolution: Billing subcommittee will make a formal recommen-
dation within the report to have ACC notify both ESP and UDC of
any formal dispute.

1 Open
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10/11/00  Action Item: ACC to define process for October 26th

meeting

10/26/00 Staff is writing a procedure on how to handle this. May
have it at Nov 16th mtng

58 How will bill inserts be han-
dled for ESP Consolidated
billing as it relates to man-
dated regulatory messages?

ESP

02/08/00 Billing ESPs will not print marketing messages on their bill.  In CA,
UDCs have to submit their inserts to CPUC for review.  If there is
marketing language in the inserts, UDCs have to remove the lan-
guage.  ESPs also have an opportunity to review all messages
prior to distribution to the customer.

Action:  Be prepared to discuss this issue.  UDC’s determine pro-
cess for removing marketing language from mandatory mes-
sages.

04/06/00  (TEP) will strip their marketing messages from the
mandated bill messages.  (APS) will not be send bill messages
electronically

05/24/00 (New West Energy)  wants it sent electronically, then
they will print message/stuffer with the bill.  (TEP) agreed to send
insert electronically (email with document attached) and/or post
it to their website. (APS) will verify if they can accommodate this
proposal.

Action:  APS to verify if they can create WORD document, not
PDF, so ESP can transfer data to the bill.

06/22/00  Agreement needs to be made between ESP and UDC
re: how marketing messages will be delivered (web site,
e-mail etc.)

2 Resv
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10/12/00 Modfied 6/22 Resolution :  Agreement needs to be
made between ESP and UDC  on how mandated regulatory
messages will be delivered (web site, e-mail etc.)

59 Need clarification on esti-
mating rules, specifically
section 210-A-5C

02/08/00 Billing Confusion about load profiled customer or customers needing
load data.  Does this have anything to do with real time pricing?

10/12/00 210 A5c The group believe this issue is for 210 A5 c
only.  Need to determine if it should be a part of our 210 …waiver
Action Item: Shirley will seek clarification with Staff
10/26/00 210 A5c - per Barbara keene this is a DA cust that isn’t
load profiled

3 Open

60 According to the Rules, a
third party can be back billed
up to 12 months. What will
the process be for back-
billing third parties? (R14-
21-E3)

02/08/00 Billing According to the rules, there are specifics on how utilities bill a
3rd party but there is no specification for any other market partici-
pants. (R14-2-210-E3)

10/12/00 The group agrees that the definition of Utility in the
Rules covers all Certificated Providers and Affected Utilities
Action Item: Marta will get confirmation from staff on resolution

10/26/00: Staff confirmed that “Utility” in section 201-212 refers to
UDCs and certificated Comp Prov.
Discussed that each entity should have their own processes –
need Comp Prov input
Action Item:Marta (staff) will clarify what 1612 b means and verify
that MSP/MRSPs are “Utilites”

2 Open

61 Who is responsible for
tracking the performance of
MSP and MRSP’s? What is

02/08/00 Metering see Issue
65

06/22/00  Discussion also focused on possible timelines and
CUBR has performance standards. Reassigned from Policy to
Metering.

3 Open
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process for communicating
this information? (PSWG –
Billing)

0720/00 Issue should refer only to MSPs. (TEP) Position on MSP
Performance Standards was provided.

62 If back billing is required for
period where the customer
is both Standard Offer and
DA, for ESP Consolidated
Billing, the ESPs will want to
bill/pay only the DA period

02/08/00 Billing see Issue
7

03/22/00 (New West Energy -Janie) to bring California options to
next meeting.

Action: UDC’s to see how can supply intermittent data.

04/06/00  ESP’s Proposal: Current bill agent will bill for current
charges. Original bill agent will be responsible to bill the re-bill
period for which they had relationship with the consumer. Dual
Billing will be used as a back-up default when an original ESP is
no longer in business or by mutual agreement by all parties in-
volved.

10/26/00 If the customer has gone DA/ESP Consolidated Billing
and there is backbilling for the SO account, the UDC will
bill/collect the customer directly and not involve the ESP.
*Opened issue 96 to expand on related scenarios.*

1 Resv

63 For ESP Cons Blng, if UDC
or ESP charges are not
transmitted by the drop dead
date/time, what is the re-
sponsibility of biller to in-
clude language on the bill
advising customer of miss-
ing charges.

02/08/00 Billing 10/26/00 Most if not all UDCs have language in their op proc for
this. Action item: UDC will bring their specific lang to Nov 16
mtng

3 Open

64 How many decimal places
should be required before
applying the multiplier to a

02/16/00 Metering 04/13/00 Action: Can CIS multipliers be changed to “one” since the MRSP
is adding in the multiplier to the demand provided in 867.

1 Resv
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demand read?

How many decimal places
should be required for billing
demand? (PSWG – Policy)

In 867, when we convert the
kW back to a read how many
decimal places need to be
accommodated?

Do we want MRSP to give us
usage/multiplier or give us
actual read (w/ two decimal
places)?

Review 867 guideline to determine if the billing demand posted
should have multiplier applied to it.  MSP required to apply multi-
plier to the demand.

Action: Utilities need to research when a demand figure is re-
ceived from an MRSP, what is their process for backing out the
multiplier and extracting the read. Considerations: Decimal
points accommodated and having different multipliers for de-
mand  meters in CIS systems.

Action: Check 867 requirements to ensure we are all on the
same page. Check for all issues pertaining to the 867 (issue #64,
#46, & #65)

03/16/00 What is happening on the MRSP reads?  Reads are
coming with inconsistent data.  Example, some  with 1 decimal
place, others with up to 4 decimal places. UDCs take demand
reads up to 2 decimal places.  Any more than 2 decimal places
are either truncated or rounded by UDCs in order to bill.  This
could cause demand calculation to be off from what the other
party would be billing.

Possible Solution: MRSP can deliver the read rounding to 2
decimal places.  Or demand be figured on interval data only.

Both ESP and UDC would have to bill off the same value (kW
figured on read or interval data) to ensure same billing kW figure.

Currently ESPs are not billing on demand.  This will become an
issue when they decide to start billing the demand.  If they were to
bill off the demand, they would extract it from the interval data.
Although the read would still need to be supplied for VEE.
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Action: Participants need to go back to their companies to see if
they can handle kW reads to 2 decimal places.  Are the parties
willing to say that this would be the standard.

(Citizens Utilities) Their system is not set up to bill multipliers
already applied.  This will cause manual work on our billing staff
and potentially result in billing errors.

04/13/00  Consensus of Metering subcommittee – two (2) deci-
mal places.

65 Arizona 867requires MRSPs
or UDCs to pass billing
reads. Is this necessary?
Could Interval data only be
passed? Then UDC/ESP
would be responsible for
creating billing reads.  De-
termine if read will be en-
coded or calculated.

02/17/00 Metering 08/15/00 06/22/00 Confirm it is a requirement to have both begin and end reads.
Yes, this is a requirement.

03/16/00  (APS -Joe Webster) They need both the interval and
billing reads.  This is used for the VEE process.  They would
need reads off the register (encoded), not calculated reads. (SRP
-Greg Carrel) on interval data accounts, they bill off interval data
only.   Interval data is VEEd on the interval data. (Navapache -
Dennis Hughes) They have apx 7,000 interval data accounts.
However, they bill off billing reads. (TEP) On very select occa-
sions, they will bill off IDR data.  However, they validate on billing
reads.

Action: A small subcommittee will review possible solutions to
this issue: Marv Buck, Janie Mollon, Tim Jones, Kimane Aycock,
Joe Webster, Darrell Shear, Greg Carrel, and reps from TEP.
They will report back to Metering Subcommittee on 04/13/00.

04/27/00 Refer to UDC/ESP Proposal.  (Citizens Utilities) sent
comments their company does not support this proposal.  Dennis

Resv
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Hughes reported that (AEPCO) does not support this proposal.
Subgroup took a vote to bring issue to full PSWG meeting and
only 2/3 majority was reached. Further discussion needed.
Renee Castillo and Marv Buck will develop memo to be sent out
to full PSWG.  Will set aside 1 hour of discussion to take place
immediately after PSWG meeting on 05/03/00.  All market par-
ticipants are encouraged to attend the discussion.

05/31/00  Proposal:  Barry Scott presented unified Coop proposal
for distribution metering.  Citizens agreed with the counter pro-
posal.  Coops and Citizens prefer registered reads, but would
take calculated reads if ACC staff would agree that calculated
reads are treated as registered reads.  Implemented for one (1)
year from first DA customer in each respective territory, and issue
of taking raw interval data reads then being revisited.

06/22/00 RESOLUTION :  Commission Staff agreed to 05/31/00
proposal.

07/19/00 (APS) provided handout of implementation issues/ pro-
cess at subcommittee meeting. Action: (APS) to report on its im-
plementation date.

07/20/00 Missing intervals and zero intervals referred to next VEE
session.

66 How are UDCs identifying
master meter and showing
subsequent sub-meters?

Is there a common way to
identify meters with same

02/17/00 Metering 04/27/00 Action: Identify how UDCs are handing totalized metering and
sites with multiple meters.

04/27/00 Number of meters is Identified on the new EMI forms.

3 Resv
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address with multiple me-
ters?   Currently UDC issues
one MI form per meter.

67 #1  If a master metered ac-
count goes DA, does ESP
lose grandfathered agree-
ments to continue with
master metering?

#2  If a master metered ac-
count is DA and an individual
customer within the master
metered property wants to
return to Bundles Service,
will the UDCs allow that indi-
vidual customer to come
back or vice versa

02/17/00 Metering 09/18/00 Action: for UDCs to research. Dave Rumolo will research FERC
requirements.

04/27/00 Dennis Hughes to follow up with Dave to verify status is
of this issue.

07/19/99 Most members agreed master metered accounts have
right to go DA. (Phaser) noted this is not a problem in California.
Action: (TEP) will review its position and comment at Aug meet-
ing.

08/16/00 (TEP) Q1 -TEP will allow a master metered account to
return to Bundled Service from DA as long as the property meets
requirements and tariff is active. (See TEP position papers from
8/16/00 meeting)  Q2 - TEP will allow individual customer to stay
Standard Offer while master metered account goes DA (or vice
versa).  In this case, metering point must be upgraded to meet all
of TEP regulations and service requirements to handle it as a
single dwelling.  This will require new underground or overheard
service lines and an approved pedestal or meter socket at the
customer’s expense.    (APS) Q1- No, customer does not lose
master metering when returning to Standard Offer.  Q2 - APS to
report back with information at Sep meeting.     (Navopache) Q1 -
No, customer does not lose master metering when returning to
Standard Offer.  Q2 - Navopache to report back with information
at Sep meeting.     (Sulfur Springs Electric Cooperative) Q1 -
Sulfur Springs to report back with information at Sep meeting.
Q2 - Sulfur Springs to report back with information at Sep meet-

3 Resv
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ing.
(Trico) Q1 Trico to report back with information at Sep meeting.
Q2 - Trico to report back with information at Sep meeting

10/11/00 –resolved at a previous meeting (see minutes) or con-
tact UDC for requirements

68 Site Meets – What are UDC
policies?

02/17/00 Metering Add to Business Rule Document.

04/27/00  UDC policies and procedures have been added to the
Business Rule Comparison Document.

1 Resv

69 What is the enforceability of
recommended processes or
rules of non-ACC jurisdic-
tional entities? (PSWG –
Metering)

02/17/00 Policy Where does an ESP file noncompliance complaints for those
entities that are not governed by the ACC rulings?

3 Open

70 A utility can back-bill a third
party (if party at fault) up to 12
months (R14-212-/e3). This
is only specific to the utility.
Should Rule be applicable
to other participants and not
just the utility?

02/22/00 Policy Should this Rule be modified to allow all parties providing meter
data to be back-billed by recipients of the incorrect data?

3 Open

71 If after receiving an RQ
DASR and UDC is planning
to disconnect for non-
payment or turn off a cus-
tomer prior to switch, what is
process to notify ESP that

02/24/00 Metering This particular issue focuses more on how the metering side is
handled when this type of issue arises. How to stop the meter
exchange process.

04/27/00 Will be reviewed when additional business processes
are reviewed.

3 Open
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customer will be discon-
nected. (PSWG – Billing)

72 How are adjustments going
to be handled in the 810.

02/24/00 Billing see Issue
7

How will we communicate reason for Misc. adjustments.

04/06/00  UDC’s to come up with list of various adjustments
made on a bill and be prepared to discuss at the next meeting.

05/24/00 Revisions compiled for implementation guides of BEN
and Rebate/ Rebill notification processes.

10/12/00 Resolved: 810 Guideline covers this

1 Resv

73 Is NERC using Standard
Central Time in Non-EDI
transactions?

Why is NERC using Stan-
dard Central Time and
should we be using it?

02/29/00 Policy 03/07/00  Address once NERC has made their decision on which
standard time to use.  Suggestion: Send a letter to NERC rec-
ommending GMT.  Action:  Talk w/ your companies re: support
of the GMT format (issue #46) as a standard so can file for a joint
waiver. E-mail to Evelyn by 03/13/00.  Evelyn will write the waiver
to present to the ACC.

Yes, NERC is using Central Standard Time.

03/28/00 Action: Shirley & Jim will flow out process’ for converting
data to Standard Time Zones.

06/22/00 Priority set at 1.

1 Open

74 Navapache will be submit-
ting a report to PSWG re-
garding what their business
processes will be for DA.
(PSWG – Metering)

03/02/00 Policy How should this report be represented in the 06/15/00 ACC re-
port?  This opportunity may need to be offered to all cooperatives.

04/25/00 Dan Laos - this issue became a cooperative response.
Executive summary has been submitted to the Policy Subcom-
mittee.

1 Pend
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75 On incoming DASR – only
kWh meter number is re-
quired.  State DASR hand-
book does not accommo-
date a kWh meter and Kvar
meters, or other metering
combinations. (PSWG –
metering)

03/16/00 DASR Open

76 On DASR – forecasted me-
ter owner is a required field.
Is this appropriate?  Should
this be taken off of the RQ
DASR? (PSWG -Metering)

03/16/00 DASR In step 3 of Metering Business processes, the pending meter
owner is also required.  Meter owner may change from the time
the DASR is submitted to the time the meter is exchanged.

Open

77 UMI was presumed to be
national standard for identi-
fying a single meter. It’s not
being used by any other state
in dereg market. Most EDI
documents are not imple-
menting a UMI number.
(PSWG – Metering)

03/16/00 Policy 03/28/00 Representatives from New West Energy, APSES, 1st Point and
Schlumberger are not using this number.  It was suggested that
this number not be implemented as an Arizona standard.

03/28/00  APSES does not need the UMI. Jim Wontor advises the
UMI is not being used by MSP’s (First Point & Schlumberger) in
CA.

This is not an industry standard that we thought it would be. No
compelling reason for market participants to use the UMI stan-
dard.

Proposal: Request Utilities Director remove requirement of using
UMI standard from 05/01/99 report.

1 Resv

78 There is no language in 03/28/00 Policy 08/07/00 System implications – Will MSP have to submit DASR’s? 1 Pend
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Rules preventing MSP from
contracting directly with
customers, how should this
issue be addressed?

Rule change suggestion: Change the definition in Section R14-
2-1601 “DASR means a form that contains all necessary billing
and metering information to allow customers to switch electric
service providers.  This form must be submitted to the Utility Dis-
tribution Company by the customer’s Electric Service Provider
load serving entity .”

This may force UDCs to create contracts for MSPs.  ESP would
send DASR but they would not be liable for MSP.  Contract would
allow UDC to hold MSP liable.

Action:  All participants to assess impacts of MSP contracting
directly with customer. Be prepared to discuss your company’s
position and provide solutions to this issue at the next meeting.

05/09/00  (TEP) agrees there is no language in rules that pre-
cludes customer contracting directly with MSP.  TEP would like
to see language added to rules that would not allow a customer
to contract directly with an MSP.  (APS) identified contractual and
system impacts if customer contracts directly with MSP.  Systems
and processes were developed to transmit DASR directly with
ESP only.  (APSES) leans towards customer not subcontracting
directly with MSP.  MSPs should work through ESP so customer
doesn’t end up with a metering system ESP or MRSP cannot
read.

06/22/00 To be reviewed by ACC staff. Is this within the purview of
PSWG? Action: (due 06/30)  Participants to submit position pa-
pers per 06/22/00 minutes.

07/04/00 (Marv Buck) provided an overview of how other states
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are handling.  Participants (NWE, APS, TEP, Phaser, SRP,
APSES) presented their positions in a consolidated document to
the PSWG.

07/20/00 Steve Olea presented ACC staff position: Electric Com-
petition rules allow MSPs to contract directly with custoemrs;
operating procedures need to be developed. Issue will include
only MSPs at this time, but MRSPs will be kept on radar screen.
Action: Participants may submit issue sheets, including 1) impact
of issue on business processes and 2) any past practices in mar-
kets that provide insight to edryer@tucsonelectric.com by
08/07/00.

79 Explore additional electronic
methods for transmitting
metering data.

04/27/00 Metering 06/22/00 Reassigned from Policy to Metering. 3 Open

80 What are the security and
encryption standards that will
be used in transmitting data
(Barry Scott).

05/09/00 Policy 06/22/00 Priority set at 1. 1 Open

81 What information is provided
on a CISR from each UDC
and is that information con-
sistent (Jim Wonter –APSES)

05/09/00 DASR 06/22/00 Priority set at 3. 3 Open

82 How are non-metered serv-
ices going to be handled?
What are the charges going
to be? Who is responsible to
maintain/bill for the serv-

05/24/00 Billing 06/22/00  Assigned to Billing. Action: Each entity be prepared to
discuss issue in July subcommittee meeting.

07/20/00 Participants concluded a separate bill for dusk-to-dawn
lights or security systems does not make sense for a non-

Resv
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ices? metered account customer. Members recognized 810 standard
will not address non-metered accounts or non-energy related
charges unless UDC and ESP agree to include such charges on
an ESP consolidated bill.

10/12/00  Proposed 810 addresses the billing of non-metered
services. If the non metered stays SO and the metered goes DA,
the customer will get a separate bill for the SO un-met serv from
UDC.

83 When customer switches
from DA back to SO or ESP
to ESP and the MRSP has
not provided meter read data
(or estimated reads) for pre-
vious months, what should
the UDC/ESP do to retrieve
missing data? How can the
final bill get trued-up?
Should the UDC/ESP be
allowed to estimate the final
bill?

06/22/00 Metering see Issue
65

06/22/00  Action: Each entity to provide their solutions on how to
handle this issue in July subcommittee meeting.

07/20/00 (APS) discussed MRSP Performance Standards at the
PSWG mtg. (TEP) Position on MRSP Performance Standards
was provided.

08/16/00  Billing Subgroup is currently addressing.

1 Open

84 Is the bill that is issued when
a customer switches con-
sidered a “final” bill?

07/19/00 Billing 9/28/00  Staff confirmed that the when a customer switches pro-
viders or disconnect service, it is a “Final Bill”.

10/12/00 The group agreed that R14-2-210 A5b should be ad-
dressed/modified with the next Rule Tweaking Package  - Waiver
not needed at this time.  Will raise at Policy Group Nov 1
10/26/00 this issue covers all of section 5 not just 5b, will raise at
Nov 1 Policy mtng

Open
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85 Granfathering totalization of
meters.

07/20/00 Policy issue statement unclear Open

86 Standardization of applica-
tion of long-term contracts
on Standard Offer Tariffs

07/20/00 Policy This issues refers to R14 1606 C6 which states After Jan 2,2001,
tariffs for Standard Offer Service shall not include any special
discounts or contract with terms or any tariff which prevents the
customer from accessing a competitive option, other than time-of-
use rates, interruptible rates, or self generation deferral rates.

Open

87 Should a customer (w’out a
UDC contract) be required to
secure a new provider w/in
60 days after returning to
Standard Offer?

10/04/00 Policy APS’ Schedule #1 section 3.5 has this requirement Open

88 Can a Standard Offer cus-
tomer own their meter?

08/00/00 Policy Many UDCs require the DA meter to be removed and a UDC
meter installed when a customer returns to Stndrd Ofr.
10/05/00 Staff will look into the issue

10/11/00
APSES and CUC provided their position papers for discussion.
Staff will advise if the rules allow Standard Offer customers to
own meters at the November 1st Policy meeting.

Pend

89 Need a mechanism for
costing assoc. metering
equip

08/00/00 Policy Paul Taylor raised the issue of looking at maximum costs for
metering equip.  Wants to ensure that equipment is sold at fair
costs

Open
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90 What is the UDC process for
external devices

Metering TEP – External devices can be used with an approved meter with
KYZ pulse output. Meter must have visual display of kWh and kW.
See TEP handout or Business Rule document from additional
info
APS – External devices are allowed with approved meters. Con-
tinued discussion on how the device will be powered.  APS to
report back on position
SRP – External devices are allowed with approved meters.

10/11/00 – APS POSITION STILL UNDER REVIEW

Open

91 How many decimal places
should be visually displayed
for kW on the meter?

08/00/00 Metering 10/11/00 – same as issue # 64
10/25/00 – re-opened since this issues involves the display and
64 deals with the billing of demand.

Open

92 How do UDCs handle a
customer requested dis-
connect for UDC or ESP?
How do we differentiate
between a DA customer
and Bundled customer?
What type of training?

9/13/00 10/11/00Issue raised by Janie Mollon (NEW) in the metering
group – referred to Policy to assign to the appropriate group. –
 TEP, APS, SRP, AZ Cooperatives
Refer the customer to the ESP for DASR submittal to the
UDC.  Once the DASR is received the UDC will initiate the
orders to disconnect the service.

Open

93 Where will documents be
published and how will the
Maintenance be handled?

10/12/00 Policy Open

94 What is the timeframe for
UDC to exchange the me-
ters to return direct access
customers to bundled
service

10/25/00 Metering ESPs want a required timeframe for UDCs to complete the
exchange and ret cust to Bundled serv.
10/11/00 New West Energy proposed a 10 working day from
the DASR requirement..  UDCs to review and comment at
next meeting
10/25/00 The group discussed the issue and agreed to table
it until Staff confirms if Standard Offer cust can own meters or
not.

2 Open

95 What is the start read for a 10/25/00 Metering 10/25/00 Do meter set have to start at zero?  Action item: partici- 1 Open
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new meter sets pants will come back to November mtng with positions
96 If backbilling is required for a

period when as customer
was served by and ESP and
is not longer with that ESP,
who is responsible for billing
and collecting?

10/26/00 Billing 10/26/00 Copied discussion frm 04/06/00  ESP’s Proposal: Cur-
rent bill agent will bill for current charges. Original bill agent will
be responsible to bill the re-bill period for which they had rela-
tionship with the consumer. Dual Billing will be used as a back-
up default when an original ESP is no longer in business or by
mutual agreement by all parties involved.
10/26/00 Action Item: Particpants to come back w/positions on
how this should handle (hold EPS responsible, bill cust directly,
etc) Consider credit bal refunds also.

1 Open


